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Part I. 

Rejection(s) discussed: 

Prior art rejections in view ofEdlund et al. (US6,375,906) and 35 U.S.C. 112, 2 nd , issues not of record. 



Claims discussed: 

1-86 

Prior art documents discussed: 

Edlund et ai US6,375, 906 and Ediund et al. US2002/01 19353 

Part II. 

SUBSTANCE OF INTERVIEW DESCRIBING THE GENERAL NATURE OF WHAT WAS DISCUSSED: 

See Continuation Sheet 

Part III. 

[X] It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will provide a written summary of the substance 
of the interview in the Notice of Allowability. 

□ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
did not result in resolution of all issues. A brief summary by the examiner appears in Part II above. 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: Discussed 
restriction requirement of 1 1/30/04. Examiner stated if the product claims are indicated as containing allowable subject 
matter, it appears the method claims would be rejoined with the product claims. Applicant pointed out Edlund '906 
does not teach both the water stream and the carbon-containing stream are liquid when added to the reservoir and 
remain liquid when the mixed liquid streams exit the reservoir to be delivered to the fuel processor. Applicant pointed 
out col. 3, lines 61 -col. 4, lines 7 and col. 4, lines 53-57. Examiner agrees that Edlund '906 does not teach this 
limitation. The claims have been amended to overcome 35 U.S.C. 112 issues.. 



